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Acronymsand Abbreviations

AMP Adaptive Management Program

AMR Adaptive Management Report

BLM Bureau of Land Management

Cities Las Vegas, North Las Vegas, Henderson, Boulder City, and Mesquite

DCP Desert Conservation Program
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Department of Transportation

SNPLMA Southern Nevada Puldicd Management Act

TNC The Nature Conservancy

UMA Unmanageérea

USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

USGS U.S. Geological Survey
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1.0Introduction

The Desert Conservation Program (DCP) is responsible for balancing protection of natural resources with the
impacts of development in Clark County, Nevada. As part of the Clark County Department of Air Quality and
Environmental Management, the DCPatesrdinplianceith théncidentahke permit issuied?001 by the

United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) in accorddficdanigjeitbe Species(B&A)16 US.

Code 15Bet seq. Compliance with the permit requires implementa@darlofGbunty Multiple Species

Habitat Conservation RIA8HCP(Clark Count200Qand Implementing Agreement. This chapter provides the
historical background o@@E and MSHGInd an overview of the purpose for and content of this Adaptive
Managment RepofAMR)

1.1 DESERT CONSERVATRROGRAMBACKGROUND

The DCP was formed as the result of the emergency listing of the déspit¢ou®izgassiby the USFWS

in 1989. The following year the USFWS made a final listing for the Mojave Desert population of the tortoise fou
north and west of the Colorado River as a threatened species. Thad&cke witidation for the species to

allow devepmento continue on nfmderal lanid ClarkCounty

1.1.1 Incidental Take Permit

Section 9 of tlESAprohibéit he 066t ak e 6 6 olistedas ehdaryéred orrthreabyriedkdali f e s p e
regulatianT h e takédr nmme fharass, Harqourse, hunt, shoot, wound, kill,ceguiireor colledisted

fish or wildligpeciesor attempt to engage in such corfgiatioriO(a)(1)(B) of tBSA provides an exception

and allows forthed i n c i d ésted specieshileckrrgidy danotherwise lawdativity. The USFWS may

issue a permit for such incidental take provided adequate steps to minimize and mitigate impacts to listed speci
documented in a habitat conservation plan (HCP).

Clark County, the cities of Las \'gydis,Las Vegas, Henderson, Boulder City, and Mesquite (Cities), and the
Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT) collectively pursued and were issued incidental take permits, wit
current permit effective since 2001. This permit allows Cliuk CiGaatyand ND&siPermittees to

incidentbitake 78 covered spefies the development of up to 145,000 acrdeddnabtand in Clark

County and from NDOT activities in Clark, Nye, Lincoln, Mineral, and Esmeralda countigsasall¢h of the 38

and below 5,000 feet in elevation. The coverethsjkilre desert tortoise and the southwestern willow
flycatchglEmpidonax traillii extimamendangered bird. Includomdistedspeciesn an HCReduces the

chance dheir listipasthreatened or endangered in the antdrprovides the Permittees an assurance that they

will have coveragjeouldhese specidelater listed under the ESA

Clark County serves as the implementing agent on behalf of thenddmieshe Plan Administrator for

the MSHCPThis incidental take permit elinpnajiesby-project permittifay actions on ntaderal lands.

Instead, proponentsrofgieactionpay a $550 peraané t i gati on f ee t gwithautake o hab
individual project consultations WilRRWES.
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1.1.2 Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan

Within a year after the final listing of the tortoise, Clark County prefganetH&BHortthe incidental take of

the tortoise over a small area within the Las Vegas Valley. This plan was followed a few y¢ams later by a long
HCPreferred tosdahe Clark County Desert Conservation Plan, which expanded the coverage for incidental take ¢
the tortoise throughout the county. These HCPs addressed the measures necessary to minimize the incidental
of desert tortoise and mitigate habitat losses.

In 1996 the Permittees determined that proactive conservidgiel cpecies and their habitats would reduce

the likelihood of future federal listings. The MSHCP process was initiated as an extéasiohl€Rthe long

capture those spscat most risk from future development. The purposes for comprehensive {lilsteding for non
speciesvereto address the ecosystem needs of multiple species, provide certainty regarding future permitting ar
mitigation requirements, and assureitlettaidake of covered species would be allowed should future listings
occur. The MSHCP and an Implementing Agreement among the USFWS, Permittees, and state and federal lal
management agencies were completed en20d@cidental takermit wassued in early 2001

Implementation of conservation activities began in July 1999 in anticipation of the acceptance of the MSHCP
Implementirkgreement, apérmitssuance.

Covered Species

The MSHCP and incidental take permn&speciesvhichncludd5s reptileandamphibias) 8 birds, 4

mammals, 8 insects, 2 crustacachg 1l plan(f SFW00). Onlythe desert tortoise and the southwestern
willow flycatchate listed under tB8A ashreatened and endangemespectivelfhe covetkspecies were

those for which sufficient informatgkmowrand whermanagement prescriptamsd be implemented and
supported by tmeidentabkepermit. The MSHCP categorized other species to evaluate and watch because
there was inadequate information available to diegistiimg and future risk to those species warranted current
protection.

Plan Area andand Use Categories

The MSHCP o t etna ki eaéhcoaiipassas nfmtleral lands in Clark County and NDOT activities in Clark, Nye,
Lincoln, Mineral, and Esmeralda counties soutl phtladle3&nd below 5,000 feet in elevEti®plan area

is shown on Figur&. INorfederal lands Inde those in private, municipal, and state ownership. The plan area
also includemyfederal landgithin Clark Coutitgtmay be designateddisposal and trangdeto non

federal ownership. Thaenltocation of these disposal areas areehdiocd-igure2l Disposal areasy

change over time eiddral administrativ€ongressional actions

Lands within the MSHCP iar€ark Courdyecategorizdohsed on their managemesignationebjectives

and potential affect specie®aservation. Thasgegoriearelntensivelylanagd Area (IMA)essIntensively
Managedvea (LIMAMultipldJseManagedvea (MUMA), abidmanagedrea (UMA). Thenservation areas

of focus for the MSHCP consist prinidilyaofd LIMA lartdatgenerally provide adequate size and quality of
habitats to support and/or augabie species populations. These lands are mostly under federal management
with some LIMAs in state ownemdtegVISHCP and incidental take permit also apply tMMMAratsLthat

may transfer from federal ownership and made availabl@fonpnicgidevelopmenthus, the

conservation areas for the MSHCP may change oher Md®lA lands support human adhvitestinue to
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Figure 2. Locationof Federal Disposal AreasClark County
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support significant areas of undishatoedl vegetatiomhdJMA landsre whereuman activities predominate
but may incidentally support populations of some species.

TheMSHCP area is also categorized within Clark County by ecosystem to provisieatelprdspaq@/e for
addressing the conservation needs of the covered species. These ecosystems include alpine, bristlecone pine,
mixed conifer, pinyoniper, sagelsh, blackbrush, salt desert scrub, Mojave Desert scrub, mesquite/catclaw
acacia, desert riparian/aquatic, and springs. These ecosystems are she@amharegdesdribed in detalil

in the 2008 AMR (Clark County. 2008)

Goals and Objectives

The MSBICP establishes a general gbaléno net unmitigated lossagmentation of habitat wiitlIMA

and LIMAand use categorieswithifMUMAand that encompassubstantial proportion of habitat occupied by

a coveredpeciesThe MSHCP states numerous objectives that focus on protecting habitat and mitigating habitat
loss (take) through comprehensive and coordinated efforts with land maiegersdbilityraf the covered

species. These objectives include evahaeadifigctiveness of habitat management techniques and utilizing an
adaptive management process.

Funding

Clark County coltehd expermsdnitigation funds to implement conservation actions in accordance with terms
outlined in the MSHCP and incidé&etpktanitThe MSHCP provides funding for conservation projects to various
federal, state, and local agemciademianonprofit organizati@msl private contractorfie primary source of

funds isrom mitigation fees colldnyettie Permitteggsuant tohe incidental take permit. The MSHCP has also
funded mitigation activities with funds collected by federal agencies from consultatierablctiais

pursuant to Sectioof The ESAndwithproceeds from the disposal of federalGackiCounty authorized by

the Southern Nevada Public Lands Management Act (SNPLMA).

1.2 ADAPTIVE MANAGEMBIRDGRAM AND REPORTIN

A condition of the MSHCPG6s i nci-basedadaptive man&gemepte r mi t
process by whito ensure that management and conservation actions are reviewed for their effectiveness in the
conservation of the covered species and their habitats (USFWS, 2001). A Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) \
prepared between the federal land managemerst ageiZiark County as the administrator of the DCP to

address adaptive management and implementation of the MSHCP. The MOA set specific goals for the Adaptiv
Management Program (AMP) that address status of species and habitats and effeatiativessotibosnse

monitor compliance with the incidental take permit; and provide scientific information to balance with social,
economic, and political factors to formulate budget recommendations (USFWS, 2002).

The MSHCP and MOA require the AMP bbjeetive, scierbased adaptive management contractor (i.e.,

Science Advisor) to provide an independent assessment of MSHCP implementation. Based on this assessmer
Science Advisor provides programmatic analysis and science advice in maddtigmedonfonere

implementation and development of the MSHCP and the AMP. The Science Advisor addresses four specific ta
set forth in the MSHCP and Biological Opinion (USFWS, 2000) in a biennial AMR. The charge is to review the
recent DCP rap®and datasets and:
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Figure 13. Ecosystems within the MSHCP Ame@lark County
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